
approximately six hundred million dollars ($600,000,000). These figures are far more 

substantial than those raised by SBC in its Petition. Yet, SBC appears to have proposed no 

radical changes in its practice and pattern of noncompliance to address this financial threat. 

Significantly, SBC has failed to provide any analysis regarding the effect its proposed 

revisions will have on its carrier customers and, in tum, their customers. The undeniable 

anticompetitive effect of SBC’s tariff revisions is that they would permit SBC to extract 

hundreds of millions of dollars in scarce and irreplaceable working capital b o r n  its competitors, 

while upending fixed budgets and business plans in the process. Indeed, it is not unlikely that 

many carriers simply do not have means to devote the amounts of capital to the deposits or 

prepayments SBC seeks. Even if they did, the encumbrance of scarce working capital would 

make it difficult, if not impossible for many caniers to meet conditiom and covenants of 

preexisting financial arrangements. The hardship that SBC’s proposed m i i o n s  would create 

should not be undere~timatcdz~ To permit SBC to demand deposits that could easily total in the 

hundreds of millions of dollars would serve little other purpose than to allow SBC to 

intentionally inflict harm on its competitors. The Commission carmot allow SBC to intentionally 

inflict such harm on its competitors and must take all appropriate steps to ensure that competition 

continues to take hold. 

hu made la &tiopal three million ( $ 3 , 0 0 0 , ~ )  in p p C U t r  89 a d t  Of ViOhtiOnS Of h C  m B C r  
conditionr in January 2002 through May 2002. 
See Remarlrs of Scnslor Frie  H o k  before the Smntc Commitae on Commrcc, Science and 
Tmhnology, July 30.2002 (chanctnizing the ILECs’ current camprip re xcurity dcposiu as just another 
gimmick used to lake down their compctitors and extend their modopolicr). 
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W .  CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing rcasons, the Commission should reject the SBC tarjff revisions as 

unlawful or, alternatively, exercise its full authority to suspend and investigate those revisions. 

Respectfully submitted, 

John J. Heitmam 
E M  W. Emmoll 

1200 19' Street, NW, Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20036 

KELLEY DRYE & WARREN U P  

(202) 955-%00 

Cornel for Association for Local 
Telecommunication SeMcw, the Competilive 
Telecommunication.? Association, Grande 
Communications Nehvorh, Inc., Ion= 
Telecommunications. Inc.. KMC Telecom Holdings. 
Inc.. NuVox. Inc.. Sage Telecom, Inc., Talk America 
Inc., andXO Communications. Inc. 

Dated this 9' day of August. 2002. 
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KELLEY DRYE 6 WARREN LLC . LI.rnD -.m U7,R-l .  

I200 IDT* STREET, I . W .  

SUlTL so0 

WMHINQTON, D.C. LOOW 
- 

mom ..- 

Marlme H. Dorcch, Samtnry 
FodcnlCommuui~o~Co&on 
445 12th s m  S.W. 
Roam 
W d h g t o n .  D.C. 20554 

RE Vubon Tebphmc Compdw Patdbn f a  Emrgemy D c C l . m  
aud Otba ReW. WC -No. @2-Mt, BdLktb 
Tsbconrru.latbn, he., TMF.C.C. No. 1, Trmdttd Nor 667 
u d  63% V h n  Tdepbollc Col.ppia, TUtllF.CC. Nor 1,11,14 
u d  16, TrurmttW N Y ~  534,htLuatmm Bdl T d q h a c  Co-y 
to Tuiff F.C.C. No. 73, TrammWd No. 2906. AmaHsch -8 
Compnia to TuiilF.C.C. Na 2, Truamttbl No. 1315; N d  &II 
Tebphone Compuy to TmM F.CC. Na 1, T r ~ ~ m l t t d  N a  M; 
plctdc Bell Tdepbom C0ap.n~ to T d  RCC. Na 1, Trrvaltbl 
Na n, SomtLm New Em- Telcpbole Comp.ak to T d  F.C.C. 
NO. 39, T W ~  NO. n 
EXPorrC 

Dm Ms. Dortch: 

Ibe attached Writtm expatie WOI Nbmitted todsy, August 23.2002, via 
electronic mail, to William Maher, Bunxu Chief, Wmline Competition Bureau. and T.rmp. L. 
Prcisl. Divilion Chief, R i c h  Policy Division, Wirclinc Competition Buraq with copics lcnt 
elccfIOnicdllyto Stoa Bmgmsnn, Vimna Jordpa. Judith Nlachc md Jnlie Spulnicr. 



KELLEY DRYE 6 WARREN LLP 

M d m  H. Dortch, Secntary 
August 23,2002 
Page Two 

In accorda~~~~  with S d o n  1.1206 of the commiuion’s rulm, au on@ and 01lc 
copy of thir lctta is being filed with your office. If you have any qudons concmhg 
fib, pb8.G do Mt hcsitntc t0 Contsct me. 

&- 
John I. Hmtmarm 

JJWcpa 
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I C 0 0  IST" STRLLT, N.W. 
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- 

,.om .,MOe 

August 23,2002 

Mr. William Maher 
Bum~u Chief W& Compelition Bure~u 
Fedanl&mmdmCommiuion 
445 12th St. sw 
W d q $ o n , D C  20554 

ME. Tpmy. L.. Fveh 
Dividon Chief, Ricing Policy Division. Winline Ccmpstitian Bmuu 
F e d a a l C o m m ~ ~ u i ~ C o m m i d o n  
445 12th St .  sw 
W d h g t 0 u . X  20554 

Rt: Verbo. Telephone Comp.nkr Petition for Eumgeney Ddantory ind 
m e r  Re&& WC Dock& No. 02-293. &uBocltb TalecommdC8th. hC, 
TaMF.C.C. No. 1, TrurmlUal Noh657 8nd 635; VsrtsW TcicpLWC 

Southwatarn Bdl Tebpbont Compuy to Tufll F.C.C. No. 73. T-dtbl 
N a  2906. Amdteeb Opmtlmg Compda to Tariff F.C.C. No. 2, 
Trmmldrm No. 1312; Nwidm Bell Tdephme Compmy to T d F . C . C .  Na 
1, T r i n m h l  No. 2% Prl l lc  Boll Tdcphme Compiny (0 TultlF.C.C. NO. 
1. Tmsmt#.l No. '17, So~lthom New E m w d  Tekphone Complnb to 
Tu4UF.C.C. No. 39, T~masmIltd N a  77 

E r P d  

Col.pmhq TufllF.C.C. Nw. 1,11,1& U d  16, N m ;  

Dcar Mr. M.ha a d  MB. preiss : 

Brordvicw Networks, Inc.. Grpndc C0mmUniCationr Nctworh, Inc., Ionex 
T ~ k ~ - r m i c a t i ~ ~ ,  Inc.. lTCADcltnCom Communicationr, Inc., KMC Tclowm Holdings, Inc., 
hh&uth C~muniCntions Corp., NuVox Inc.. NuVox Comm'cdons. Inc.. Sage T d m ,  



KELLEY DRYE C WARREN LLP 

MI. William Mahcr. Burcau Chief, Wirelie Competition Bureau 
Ms. Tamara L. Prciss, Division Chief, Pricing Policy Division 
August 23,2002 
Page Two 

Inc., Talk America. Inc., and XO Communications, Inc., (collectively, 'CLEC Coalition'3, by 
their undmigncd counsel, respectfully submit tbis wriacn =parte in WC Docket No. 02-202, 
which wv88 opened to a d h  Vcrizon's "Petition for hergency kLara*ny  and otha Relief'.' 

In its Elf-aylcd Emergency Petition. Vaizon urge9 the Commission to (1) 
expeditiously approve tmiff m v i s i o ~  it had not yet 614 (2) "uncqwvdy nrpport" positions 
talrrm by Vcrizon in varioru blnlollptcy procsbdinga. md (3) assist Vcrizon in upading 
bankruptcy law by using the h t  of end UBCY d c e  dirnrption to force curen whcrc no legal 
obligation to curt e x h .  To hll out the pictlac, thao llro is the -t decision 6um the court in 
the WorMcom benlrmptcy p ~ ~ ~ m d i q  which dmied Vaizon's requatl for prepaymsnu d 
deposita md Varizon'r o m  iubequent public rdmiuion Uut the "dcqultc ztwumm'' pmvi~?~%I 
by the court waa indbcd likely to be lufljCjent Jfcvsr there w a ~  a case of "the boy who ad 
wolf', lh is  is it. Vaizon, BellSouth Pnd SBC k e  w ancrgeprcy. Rather, what b y  face b an 
oppommity to mate more 6naucial turmoil pod eprd uaerrcrvioc dimuption by dripping their 
nmaining cornpetitom of wodring capital aad raising their coats. %a Conmimion should 
neither serve BS nor provide the tool that ambler the Bells to do this. 

n e  pclrporc of thio ex porte pldomimtly i to cM4llc thnt four Potiticms to 
Sup& or in thc Altemstive. Reject trriff m v i r i o ~  regarding i&ty dspwib, rdvpaced 
payments and notic0 prior to diacormcct or rcfuul to m e  arc incorporatsd into the record of 
WC Dodret NO. 02-202. It b OUT that, although the h raised byV&n hits 
Emagency Pctitiw pmiously bad bacn miscd clecwhase, thc Commission may makc policy 
decisions which affect other dock& and the suspended tariff revisio~, in phcular, in the 
context of the Vuizon ~mcrgcncy peaaing.* ACUU&U&, we nspectfully r q w t  thnt the 
following pditio~ ("F'dtio~'? be incoprated by referonce into this dockst: (1) PdtiOn to 
Reject or Altcmatively, Suspend d Invmti~ak, In the Matter of Revhim by BCllSouth 
Tclocommunicltios Inc., to Tariff F.C.C. No. 1. Trnumittll No. 657. filed on July 26,2002, (2) 
Petition to Rcjcct or Alternatively, Suapcad pod hvatig.te, In the Mnm of Reviniom by 
BeUSoutb Telmmmunication, he., to Tariff P.C.C. No. 1, Transmittal No. 635, W on h h y  
20. 2002; (3) Petition to Rcjmt or A l t d v c l y ,  Suspad md Inveatigatc. In the Matter of 
RcviSiOM by V&n Telephone CompPniss. to TmiffP.C.C. Nos. I ,  11, 14. pnd 16, Trmnnittal 
NO. 226 filed on August 2, 2002; and (4) Petition to Raject or Altcmptively, Suspad d 
Investigate. In the Ulnm of Revisions by Southwestern Bell Telephone Compaay to T d f  
F.C.C. No. 73. Trpnunithl No 2906; RCviaio~ by Amaitech Opaating Companies to Tariff 
F.C.C. No. 2, TrrnSmittaI No. 1312; Revimow by Nevada Bell Telcphonc Company to Tariff 

. 
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Before the 
Federal Communications Commission 

Washington, D.C. 20054 

In the Matter of 1 
1 

The Verizon Telephone Companies ) 
Tariff FCC Nos. 1,11,14 and 16 ) 
Transmittal No. 226 ) 

WC Docket No. 02-317 

OPPOSITION TO DIRECT CASE 

Allegiance Telecom, Inc., Broadview Networks, Inc., Cable C Wireless, KMC 

Telecom Holdings, Inc.. Talk America Inc., and XO Communications, Inc. (herehatk 

the “Joint Commented’), by their attorneys, hereby oppose the Direct Case of the 

Verizon Telephone Companies (“Verimn”) submitted to the Commission on October 29, 

2002 ( ~ ~ r e c t  Care’3, pureuant to tbe Commission’s order releami octoixr 7.2002.’ in 

connection with VaizOn’s Transmittal No. 226.’ The Joint Cornenters nspectrully 

request that the Commission deny VeriZon’s request to modify its Tariff FCC Nos. 1,11, 

14 and 16 as proposed in Transmittal No. 226. 

As a matter of administrative economy, the Joint Commenters request that the 

Commission incorporate into the record the Petition to Rejffit or, Altcmativefy, to 

Suspend and Investigate, filed with the Commission on August 1,2002, attached hereto 

as Exliibif A3 In addition, the Joint Commenters request that the ex puHe comments 

The Verizon Telephone Companier, TorigFCC Nos. 1, I I .  I 4  and 16. Tranrmittal No. 226. Orda, 
WC Docket No. 02-317. DA 02-2522 (rel. Ocl7.2002) (“Designation order“). 
On August 22, 2002. the Commission supcndcd Vcrizon’s proposed tariarevkions for a five ( 5 )  
month mvestigation period. Vefizon Telephone Companies, TUnflFCC Nos. 1. 11. 14 and 16 

Petition lo Reject or. AIIemativerY. lo Slupend and Investigate of ALE. Broadview Networks, 

(miled Aug. 1,2002) ( “ A u ~ t  1.2002 Petition fo Rdect“). 

I 

2 

TransmitYal No. 226, Order, DA 02-2055, nl Aug. 22,2002 (Vnizon suspension Order’?. 
3 

Inc., C o q T e l ,  KMC Telecom Holdings, k., Tag America Inc., and XO Crmmnuu ‘cation.. Inc. 
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filed in WC Docket No. 02-202; which was opened to address Verizon’s “Petition for 

Emergency Declaratory and Other Relief,”’ also be incorporated into this docket. Those 

commenls are attached as Exhibit E .  Finally, the Joint Commenters request that the 

“Opposition to Direct Case” filed with the Commission on October 24, 2WZ6 in response 

to the Direct Case filed by BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.’ regarding BellSouth’s 

tariff revisions filed under Transmittal No. 657, attached hereto as Exlribif C, be 

incorporated into the record of the abovesaptioned docket. 

Verizon’s tariff filing must be rejected because it imposes enormous and 

anticompetitive burdens on h e  competitive telecommunications industry to address a 

“problem” which Verizon’s own numbers show does not exist. Verizon claims that its 

total interstate uncollectibles from carriers in 2001 was a mere $39 nillion,* and this 

amount, by Verizon’s own admission, includes uncollectibles for unbundled network 

elements (“UNEs”) and other services, not just interstate exchange access services under 

Letter to Marlene H. Domh. ex parte written comments of Broadview Networks. Inc., Grande 
Communications Networks, Inc.. lonex Telecommunications. Inc.. 1TC”DeltaCom 
Communications, Inc., KMC Tclccom Holdings, Inc., NewSouth Communications Corp.. NuVox, 
Inc.. NuVox Communications. Inc., Sage Telecom Inc.. Talk America, Inc., and XO 
Communications, Inc., filed in WC Dockct No. 02-202 on August 23.2002 (“AuguslZ3, 2002 Ex 
Parte’]. 

Yerizon Telephone Companies Peljrion /or Emergency Declaratory and Other RelieJ Public 
Notice, DA 02-1859, WC Docket No. 02-202 (July 31,2002). 

Opposiuon to Direct Care of Allegiance Telecom, lnc., Cable & Wireless, ITC^DeltaCom 
Communicalionn, Inc., KMC Telecom Holdings, Inc.. NewSouth Communications Corp.. NuVox 
Communications, Inc., Talk America Inc., and XO Communications. Inc. (tiled Oct. 24, 2002) 
(“BellSourh Opposition ”). 

BellSourh Telecomrnunicarions. lnc TariffFCC Na /, Tranrminal No. 657, WC Docket NO. 02- 
304, Direct Case (filed OCI. IO, 2002). 

See Direct Case at 13-14 (Specifically. in 2001. Verizon claimed lhat its total uncollectibles for 
2001 were $110.3 million for Verizon-East and $18.96 million for Vcrizon-West. while carrier 
uncollectibles had grown to roughly 30% of the total uncollectibles for the company or 
approximately 533 million for V&on-East and approximately 55.7 million for Verizon- West). 

I 

8 
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the tariffs it here seeks to revise9 At the same time, Verizon earned more than 543 

b&n on interstate Special Access services in 2001, and it achieved u neuW22W &e 

of return for those sewices in 2001.’~ Verizon’s 2001 interstate exchange access 

earnings increase significantly when interstate Switched Access services are taken into 

account.” Simply put, Verizon’s tariff filing does not pars the “laugh” test - it has failed 

abysmally to show that it faces any significant problem with uncollectibles under its 

intentate exchange access tariffs, or that its current deposit Pl’OviSiOM do not provide 

adequate protection against unreasonable exposure to bad debt losses. 

1. P S Y 
1. Through its proposed tariff revisions. Verizon is seeking to wand 

dramatically the scope of its security deposit quirements as well as its ability to refuse 

or discontinue service to competing caniers. On August 22, 2002, the Commission 

suspended the proposed tariff revisions for a period of five months and commenced this 

investigation into Verizon’s proposed tariff revisions. 

2. Among other things, the proposed revisions would permit V&n to 

impose security deposit requirements on existing interstate access customers who have a 

history of timely paying their access bills based solely on overbroad and d i t ra ry  

9 Direct Care at A-I I (acknowledging that it dow not account for uocollcctibl~ by d c e  W). 
See Declaration of Stephen Fnedlnndzr, In  d e  Matter o/AT&T Petition for Rulemaking fo R4om 
Regulation oflncumbmr Loed Erchange W‘a Ralw for Inlentale Special Accws  %&u, 
RM No. 10593, Petition of ATBT (ad Oct. 15, 2002) (Fricdlmdcr Dcckntion, AT&T Petition). 
n 3-7 ( c i h g  to the 1996-2001 ARMIS 4301. Table 1. Cos& 4 Revermc Table, Special Acceu, 
Coiuma (s). Avcrage New Invcstmcnt Row 1910 and Net Re- Row 1915). 

ARMIS data 43-04: Table 1 .  Separations and Access Table, (total@ th Network Acccra Service 
Revenue for Switched Access for all VcrLon entitics for 2001) available at 

I o  

I’ 
Vcrizon wried approximstely $2.3 billion io Switchal A c m s  Revmucs for the year 2001. See 

. Ifodomwhts. 

3 DCOllEMMOUlW853.5 
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standards established and administered by Verizon. As the Commission properly noted 

in its Designnfion Order, “[tlhe proposed revisions to the security deposit terms 

significantly alter the balance between Verizon and its intrastate access customers with 

respect to the risks of nonpayment of interstate access bills” that has remained in place 

for roughly the last 20 yearsi2 

3. If permitted to be implemented, tbese tariff revisions would result in the 

shifting of many tens of millions of dollars of scarce working capital from V a i m ’ s  

carrier customers to their direct competitor, Verizon. Verizon docs not dispute that the 

amounts it could collect h m  its acceas customers under these tariff re.visions would 

exceed, probably by many tens of millions of dollars, the loss hm uncollectiblcs that 

Verizon experienced under theae tariffs in 2001. 

4. Furthermore, the proposed tariff revisions would give V&m virhrally 

unfettered discretion to r e h e  to provide senice, or to dkcontinue service, with almost 

no advance notice to its Carrier-customers and virtually no time for its carrier-customm 

to resolve payment issues, fmd alternative suppliers (in the limited situations where m y  

exist), or notify end-user customem. 

5 .  Verizon claims that these changes arc necessary IO “ensure that healthy 

carriers are not unfairly burdened by the plight of financially distressed carriers”” and to 

protect it “during the industry downturn”“ that has resulted in the banlauptcy of 

WorldCom and other carriers. However, Verizon has not demonstrated that its current 

Desipotion Order I I 
Direcr Care at 1 

Id at 2. 

I2 

I1 

I4 

DCOllEMMOUIP1853.5 4 
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tariff provisions provide it with insufficient protection, or even that it has fully utilized 

the current tariff provisions to minimize its exposure to bad debt losses. Nowhere does 

Verizon offer any concrete data showing that the current provisions - which permit 

Verizon to impose security deposits on existing customers who do not have a timely 

payment history - do not provide adequate protection against significant losses in most 

cases. With its proposed tariff revisions, Verizon is seeking to use the eenzy surrounding 

the WorldCom bankruptcy proceeding, which may largely be attributable to b u d  and 

hence is not characteristic of the industry as a whole, as a pretext for insulating itself 

from all business risk and for shifting that risk squarely onto ita direct competitors at a 

time when many of them simply carmot bear the burden. 

6. The capital transfer contemplated by Verizon's proposed tariff revisions 

(which surely will total in the many tens of millions of dollars) is simply not accounted 

for in the business plans of its remaining local competitors, and the extent to which such 

a capital shift could be supported by individual carriers at any point in the near future is 

highly doubtful. There simply is no compelling policy reason why the Commission 

should allow Verizon to use its FCC tariffs as a weapon to drain scarce capital fmm its 

competitors while insulating itself from virtually any business risk resulting fiorn the sale 

of enormously profitable interstate access services. 

7. Verizon's Dkec! Case is. in large part, unresponsive to the issues set out 

for investigation by the Commission in its Designation Order. The Joint Cornenters 

question whether Verizon has justified treating its data as "proprietary" given that both 

DCOllEMMOU1948J3.5 5 
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BellSouth and SBCI5 filed Direct Cases in similar circumstances without relying upon 

any proprietary data. In particular, the Joint Commenters dispute Verizon’s allegation 

that its response embodies “sensitive information concerning Verizon’s billing and 

collection practices, which is kept confidential within the company and is not normally 

released due to c o n c m  that it could harm Verizon’s competitive position.”16 

8. Verizon has provided no substantial justification for the material changes 

it asks the Commission to approve. Gcnml references to market instability and the 

bankruptcy of one carrier cannot suf6ce to justify adopting a tariff provision that would 

require nearly every access customer to pay burdensome security deposits to its principal 

rival. In particular, the Joint Commenters demonstrate below that (1) Verba has f i led  

to provide a legitimate basis for expanding the a p e  of its ability to dermmd a security 

deposit from existing interstate access customers in order to shift the n o d  business 

risks associated with the sale of its highly profitable access services onto its dircct 

competitors;” (2) Verizon has failed to demonstrate the reasonableness of reducmg the 

notice requirement from thirty days IO seven days before service may be terminated. or 

Amentech Operating Companies. Tanff FCC No. 2, T r a m i m l  No. 1312; Nevada Bell 
Telephone Companies Tonff FCC No. 1. Transmit&/ No. 20; Paci f i  Bell Telephone Company. 
FCC TariffNo. 1, Pansmilfa1 No. 77; Southern New England Telephone Companies, TangFCC 
No. 39. Trammiual No. 772; sovrhmrrenr Bell Telqhone COmprmu. FCC Tang No. 73. 
Transmiaal No. 2906. DA No. 02-2571. WC Docket No. 02-319; Direct &e (W October 31. 

Lelrer lo Marlene H. Dorichfiorn Ann H. Rakestraw. ruluesting confidential tnaPMlt of the &U 
m k c d  poprietary“ in the Direct Case of Vnizon and a protective orda, L h d  Oa. 29,2002 
(“F’rotective Order Request’?. 

To the extent risk associated with thc WorldCom banLruptcy could bc c h c t n i z c d  as 
uhordiuuy, it is innppruprirrc for Vcrizon’s competitors to bcar ~JIC burden, IK lhcy did not 
nharr in thc massive profits Vcrizon has reaped and continws to map from WorldCom MI M 

they rcaiving the type of post-petition payrnnts tbst Vcrizon is m c c i v ~  6nm WorldCom on an 
ongoing basis. See “WorldCom Extcndr Vcrizon Billing PPCI,” TR Daily, Sept. 4, 2002. 
(‘Worldcorn will pay to Verizon $34.5 million that it owed the company prior to cntcring 
bnnhuptcy proceedings in July’?. 

IS 

2002). 
I6 
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Allegiance, Bmdview Nmorlu, Cable & Wireless, KMC T c l e c o ~ ~  Talk Amcriy and XO 
Opposition to Dircct &e 

WCDockctNo. 02-317 
Novcmbcr 12.2002 

reducing the notice period to ten days for a security dcposit; (3) Verizon has failed to 

justify the reasonableness of its security deposit refund provision; and (4) Verizon has not 

shown that the proposed tariff changes are not material changes to Verizon’s term 

contracts, or that such revisions satisfy the substantial cause test. 

9. As stated in the A u W t  1. 2002 Petition to Rdect, and reiterated in both 

the August 23.2002 Ex Purre and the Bellsourh Opposition, permitting these revisions to 

take effect as filed by Verizon will cause significant and imparable harm to its d g  

direct competitors. As noted by Kim N. Wallace, Managing Director, Wunan Bms., 

Inc., at Chairman Powell’s recent en bonc hearing, “[tlhe daugcr of attempting to adapt 

microeconomic policy to current conditions is that such policies always Lag real-world 

events and invite high risks of unintended consequences.”’* 

II. ISSUES DESIGN ATED FOR INVESTlGATI ON 

A. BuIs for Requiring I Deposit or Advance Piymenb from a Curtomer 

10. As raised by the Joint Commenters in the A u p r  I. 2002 Petifion lo 

R e j e ~ t , ’ ~  and acknowledged by the Commission in the Designation Order,2o the proposed 

tariff revisions will enable Verizon to stifle local competition by requiring cash-strapped 

competitors to pay Vexizon many tens of millions of dollars in m c e  (if not 

irreplaceable) working capital. The payments Verizon will be able to extract h m  its 

competitors will far exceed any bad debt losses that Verizon has actually experienced 

I O  

’’ 
Telemmmunicalionr Repom, Vol. 68. No. 38. Oct. IS, 2002. 

See e.g., Augur I .  2002 Perinon IO Rejecr at 3, 5 (demonsparing that VerhJdS proposed tar i f f  
revisions are nothing rmrc th.n UL ~nticompctitivc attempt by Vmizon IO impose EW d arduou 
rcquircmnts on its dircct c o ~ m r s ) .  

Designation Order1 1 I .  m 
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